RESPONSE UNDER 37 C.F.R. § 1.116 Attorney Docket No.: Q79501 

U.S. Appln.No.: 10/766,834 

REMARKS 

Reconsideration and allowance of the subject application are respectfully requested. 
Claims 1-25 are all the claims pending in the application. In response to the Office Action, 
Applicant respectfully submits that the claims define patentable subject matter. 

Claims 1-25 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hayball et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,233,610, hereafter "Hayball") in view of Wilson (U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. 2002/0029298). 

In the previous Amendment filed on December 7, 2007, Applicant submitted that there is 
no teaching or suggestion in Hayball of the feature "a management device or arrangement (D) 
for a communication network (N) which includes a multiplicity of equipment elements (NE-ij), 
each associated with a primary data management protocol ", as recited in independent claim 1 . 
Applicant submitted that although the Examiner cited the Abstract, and column 4, lines 29-3 1 
and lines 48-65 of Hayball as allegedly disclosing this feature of the claim, these cited portions 
of Hayball merely disclose a communications network, which comprises a plurality of 
distributed physical resources, wherein a network management system of such a network 
comprises an application level which represents the functionality of a plurality of different 
composites being hardware and/or software components of different proprietary manufacture and 
different function capability, and an implementation level which implements control of the 
composites. The application level is sub-divided into a plurality of application level elements 
each of which correspond to a function capability of a composite or system, a system being a 
highest level of composite. However, nowhere does this cited portion (or any other portion) of 
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Hayball disclose a multiplicity of equipment elements is each associated with a primary data 

management protocol ", as recited in independent claim 1. 

In response, the Examiner merely regurgitates the original rejection and asserts: 

"a multiplicity of equipment elements is each associated with a primary data 
management protocol (see Hayball: abstract, col. 4, lines 29-31, 48-65; managing 
a network having a plurality of distributed components and systems and plurality 
of application level elements each of which correspond to a function capability of 
a composite or system, a system being a highest level of composite)". 2 

Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's position. Nowhere in the 

Examiner's response does the Examiner indicate with any specificity how the claimed feature "a 

multiplicity of equipment elements is each associated with a primary data management 

protocol ", reads on the disclosure in the Abstract and column 4, lines 29-3 1 and lines 48-65 of 

Hayball. 

These cited portions of Hayball merely disclose that plural components of a network are 
manageable by a discrete unit of management functionality. However, nowhere do these cited 
portions of Hayball teach or suggest "a multiplicity of equipment elements is each associated 
with a primary data management protocol ", as recited in the claims. 

In the previous Amendment, Applicant further submitted that there is no teaching or 
suggestion in Hayball of "mediation means (MM) coupled to said equipment elements (NE-ij) 
and to functional interface means (MIF) and system interface means (MIS) coupled to a network 
management system", as recited in independent claim 1. 

- Pages 10-11 of the Office Action dated March 19, 2008. 
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In response, the Examiner again cites column 3, lines 54-65 of Hayball as allegedly 
disclosing this feature of the claim. Additionally, the Examiner appears to be changing the 
rejection by now citing the Abstract of Hayball and paragraph [0008] of Wilson as allegedly 
disclosing this feature of the claim. 5 Nevertheless, Applicant again respectfully disagrees with 
the Examiner's position. 

First, column 3, lines 54-65 of Hayball merely discloses a management information base 
in the form of a data storage device storing electronic data signals which describe network 
elements of the network, their interconnections, and the services and protocols supported by 
these network elements. Applicant respectfully submits that this cited portion of Hayball has 
little or no relevance to the claimed feature. 

Second, paragraph [0008] of Wilson discloses a managing system which manages a 
number of managed systems via a number of mediating managed systems, wherein management 
operations addressing managed objects are sent over a management interface. Nowhere does this 
cited portion (or any other portion) of Wilson teach or suggest "mediation means (MM) coupled 
to said equipment elements (NE-ij) and to functional interface means (MIF) and system interface 
means (MIS) coupled to a network management system", as recited in independent claim 1 . 

In the previous Amendment, Applicant submitted that there is no teaching or suggestion 
in Hayball of "protocol adaptation modules (Pa-j) in number at least equal to the number of 
management protocols associated with said equipment elements", as recited in independent claim 
1. Applicant argued that column 3, lines 60-65 of Hayball which the Examiner cited as allegedly 

- Page 1 1 of the Office Action. 
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disclosing this feature of the claim, merely discloses a conventional management system which 
comprises a management information base in the form of a data storage device storing electronic 
data signals describing network elements, their interconnections, and the services and protocols 
supported by these network elements. 

In response, the Examiner merely regurgitates the previous rejection. 4 The instant 
invention discloses protocol adaptation modules equal in number to at least the number of 
management protocols associated with the equipment elements, wherein the protocol adaptation 
modules convert primary data coming from an equipment element into secondary data according 
to a management protocol, and similarly converts secondary data intended for an equipment 
element into primary data according to a management protocol used by the equipment element. 
Applicant respectfully submits that this feature is neither taught nor suggested by the cited 
references. 

In the previous Amendment, Applicant submitted that there is no teaching or suggestion 
in Hayball of protocol adaptation modules which "convert primary data, coming from an 
equipment element (NE-ij) in accordance with a management protocol, into secondary data 
adapted to said mediation means (MM), and ii) to convert secondary data, intended for an 
equipment element (NE-ij), into primary data in accordance with a management protocol adapted 
to said equipment element" and the feature "mediation means (MM) are arranged, on receipt of 
the primary or secondary data, to determine the associated equipment element (NE-ij) and then 

- Page 1 1 of the Office Action. 
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to feed the protocol adaptation modules (Pa-j) corresponding to said determined equipment 
element", as recited in the claim. 

In response, the Examiner merely repeats the rejection of the previous Office Action. 
Nevertheless, as discusses above, Applicant again submits that this feature of the claim is neither 
taught nor suggested by the cited references. 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that claim 1 should be allowable over the 
cited references, alone or in combination, because the cited references do not teach or suggest all 
of the features of the claims, and one of ordinary skill in the art would not have been motivated 
to combine and modify the cited references to produce the claimed invention. Claims 2-25 
should also be allowable at least by virtue of their dependency on independent claim 1 . 

In view of the above, reconsideration and allowance of this application are now believed 
to be in order, and such actions are hereby solicited. If any points remain in issue which the 
Examiner feels may be best resolved through a personal or telephone interview, the Examiner is 
kindly requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 
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The USPTO is directed and authorized to charge all required fees, except for the Issue 
Fee and the Publication Fee, to Deposit Account No. 19-4880. Please also credit any 
overpayments to said Deposit Account. 

Respectfully submitted, 
/Mark E. Wallerson/ 



SUGHRUE MION, PLLC Mark E. Wallerson 

Telephone: (202) 293-7060 Registration No. 59,043 

Facsimile: (202) 293-7860 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 

23373 

CUSTOMER NUMBER 

Date: June 18,2008 
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